distance ourselves from our experience, the more this comes out from us in the writing of history.
In Gunnar's obituary, I attributed this interweaving between history and autobiography specifically to the genre of biography. In writing a biography it is not easy to escape from the shape of our own imagined autobiography. I think now that this hidden connection more broadly effects all our historical writing, however subtly and indirectly.
First of all, I would like to present some biographical facts. I was born in 1947 in Athens, in a working-class family. I was mixed up in Left politics from an early age. When I was sixteen years old I participated in student protests and street demonstrations, and was arrested for the first time. At eighteen, I wrote articles in a journal of the Trotskyist Left. I enrolled in the School of Philosophy of the University of Thessaloniki. When the dictatorship came, we organized a resistance group along with fellow students and a few workers. In 1969,1 was arrested -1 was twenty-two -and sentenced to life imprisonment. I would stay in prison for four years, which I consider formative ones. Behind the walls I found a community of political prisoners who had an intense intellectual life. These were the years after the 1968 student revolt in Europe, after the I came out of prison in 1973 and continued to be politically active until 1977. Nevertheless I had a feeling of frustration, of political stagnation, or better, of political suffocation. This might seem strange, because the years after the fall of the junta were years in which democracy was established in Greece, and certainly a democracy of better quality than had existed before the dictatorship. However, few of us in the resistance against the junta went on to pursue a political career. The new world which we faced coming out of the prison door seemed strange to us. Most returned to their jobs and were sunk in psychological crises of varying depth and intensity. There was a diffused feeling that the expected revolution had not come and its time had passed. The social hierarchies were restored. Our own efforts and plans had failed. A comrade and close friend, Tasos Darveris, who later committed suicide, wrote a book on the experience of the dictatorship years entitled History of a Long Night 1967-1974* In the conclusion, he wrote that in the period of the dictatorship we felt freer because we could freely plan our hopes. This freedom to imagine the future has been restricted ever since. In what has been written in the form of memoirs of this period, there was a certain irony towards our experience itself. The basic idea was that those things for which we had sacrificed years of our life had happened without us, but also in ways different than we had expected. In the last paragraph of his book, Darveris wrote:
"We are living with the past. The past is projected and depicted in the present and even in the impressed by the figure of this isolated old militant, by his eloquence and distance from commonplace ideas about history and politics. In Poulantzas, a respectable personality, it was the lack of historicity and fluidity inherent to structuralism that turned me off. I understood why, later on, reading E. P. Thompson's polemic on Althusser. E. P. became my ideal historian.
I decided to return to university in order to work on a doctoral thesis, but first I had to choose a subject. As a leftist researcher, I could choose a subject related to the history of the Greek labour movement, about which very little had been written up to that time, or I could even study the resistance or the civil war, which for the Left was a celebrated period. But what I feared was that I would repeat myself, that I could not escape from my ideas, and even from the rhetoric that I was using in my political writings up to that time. It is not strange that, even now, sometimes I recognize in my texts, particularly in polemics, modalities of writing belonging to different phases of my intellectual life. So, I was thinking that I should choose a period and a subject that were far from my experience, which would not affect me, and in which I could craft the intellectual tools of the historian. In some way, I wanted to close the chapter on the political activism in which I had been occupied almost exclusively for twelve years since 1965.
I wrote a thesis which had as its subject the relation between the Greek and Italian national movements. In the 70s, nationalism was not yet the hot and politicized subject it became in the '90s.
The research focused on the nineteenth century -far enough away from the political activities of my experience. The subject was the relation between Risorgimento and the Greek Great Idea, the connections of Cavour, Mazzini, Garibaldi and others to the Greek and Balkan politicians and intellectuals of those years. This subject seemed to me uninteresting enough that I could work on it while avoiding ideas emerging from political and social topics of the twentieth century, which were close to my experience. But reading the book I wrote afterwards, I understood that matters were not so simple. First of all, the choice of subject. In 1969, the security forces of the dictatorship had captured me in an apartment at 45 Garibaldi Street in Thessaloniki. I had no idea at the time exactly who Garibaldi was. But when I was in prison it happened that I read his biography in a pocket edition. 6 Reading this book I felt a connection between the personality of Garibaldi and the film / Bravi di Brancaleone, in which Vittorio Gasman starred. This film belonged HISTOREIN in some way to the micro-mythology of our resistance group. Those ot us who founded this group had our first discussion after we had seen this film in a Thessaloniki cinema in the summer of 1967. 7 Often sarcastic towards ourselves and our activities, we likened ourselves to the comic heroes of Brancaleone. Great words -poor results. Disproportionality between means and outcomes. An ineffectiveness, somehow comic and ironic at the same time. Consequently, I saw Garibaldi as one of those gallant fellows. Reading my thesis later I understood that I had written a history of failed endeavours. Neither Greek nor Italian heirs of the 1848 radicals managed to provoke the generalized uprising in the Balkans which they sought. In Greece, the first monarchy had been overthrown not for a radical republic, but to set up a rather corrupt sovereign regime of political parties. In Italy, a unified nation-state was set up, but with little rela There I met many old acquaintances from all over Europe. In the 70s, I knew them as militants.
Now they had become gray-haired historians or archivists of the labour movement. At that time, they tried to realize their ideas, now they laboured to preserve them in the archives and to memorialize them. Union demonstrated that previous theoretical frameworks were no longer adequate to explain social reform and the welfare state, and new frameworks were needed.
The basic idea that pervades the book is that the emergence of working people, and more generally of the populations to which industrialization and urbanization gave rise, as well as of great waves of refugees in the early twentieth century, forced European societies to find space and institutions to fit these new elements into the social pyramid. Therefore, the need for social reform did not originate only from the labour movement, but from many forces, and was linked to the way that each society constructed the national state. Nevertheless, through these interconnected or oppositional tendencies, a general one emerged, and this was the expansion of the state into new areas, and chiefly into the regulation of social needs. This tendency for the state to expand, beyond the expectations of the social actors, met a more general tendency that originated from within society: namely, the shift of needs from the private to the public sphere.
Needs, from birth to death, were politicized; they became an object of regulation by the state and were incorporated into different ideologies.
In my approach, the expansion and the restriction of the state was sketched like a reverse U curve that lasted about a century from the last decades of the nineteenth century until the final decades of the twentieth. The apex of this curve took different colours, among which social democracy, communism, corporativism, even versions of fascism, and planned economy appeared, with corporativism as the common element. This scheme led to another idea that developed from my reading of Karl Polanyi's book, The Great Transformation (1944) . In this book an economic anthropology is developed that places the mechanisms and mentalities of the market in juxtaposition to an organic perception of society that has much greater depth than the market. One of the problem as the contradiction between the idea of the rational project which the Left(s)
proposed (regardless of its rationality) and market self-regulation. From this perspective, I
described the labour movement, socialism, the welfare state, and the expansion of the state itself in society as shades of an older reaction to social changes generated by the market. what we do when we say that we are doing history. How could we explain the word "history"?
What are the meanings, the intellectual pre-positions and the social preconditions of historicizing?
The basic axis of my studies and seminars was the shift of attention from the object of history to the subject which makes history. That is to say, the reorientation of our view from the past as past, to the present (to every present) which historicizes its past. There were many causes for this turn. Scepticism about the possibility of history to understand realities was generated not only by the effects of the great changes after 1989 on ideas and convictions which seemed till then self-evident, but on changes in the intellectual environment too. In those years, cultural anthropology and literary criticism had introduced the role of the subject in the study of its object.
Fellow historians were accustomed to the psychoanalyst's couch, and we approached the process of auto-historicization in the analysis of trauma. Many diverse currents contributed to the turn: from T. H. Kuhn to Foucault, from Derrida and Hayden White to the whole debate on "linguistic turn" and discussions on memory and subjectivity. All these reading experiences had as a common element the need to understand not the past as past, but our relationship to it, the multiple ways we produce the past and we transform it into history.
However, the transfer of our attention from the object of history to the subject which produces it,
should not be limited to the study of individual historians. If it has meaning, the question is how historians place themselves in history as a specific form of knowledge, as a particular discourse, since history depicts a relation with the past, and this relation has a social character. 
